i8       ON SHAKESPEAREAN FOLIOLATRY
rehandling of a play is " not surely to injure it in any
way as a work of art," and (6) the oddly exaggerat-
ing thesis that " it is doubtful whether any play of
Shakespeare's was ever performed twice in his life-
time in exactly the same form/' Shakespearean play-
books being " in a constant state of flux." But at the
same time he is careful to come down fairly heavily
on the side of one or other of the old conventional
compromises, after some little hedging.
Disintegration, doubtless, could be charged on
him, in the mandarin sense of the term, when, after a
duly startling description of some of us as going over
the plays with our microscopes and bringing to light
" countless flaws of structure and character," he
forensically avows that sometimes the Master " col-
laborated." " The latter explanation/' he tells his
possibly disturbed audience, " may pass muster in
respect of plays like MEASURE FOR MEASURE or ALL'S
WELL THAT ENDS WELL, which are almost certainly
the result of collaboration between Shakespeare and
some second-rate dramatist to whom was entrusted
the final shaping of the material. But collaboration
of this kind/' he carefully adds, " is, I believe, rare in
Shakespeare, and in any case it must be carefully
distinguished from the far more frequent phenom-
enon of revision."
The indefensible definition here implicitly given of
" collaboration " was, I am sure, mere laxity and not
strategy on Professor Wilson's part. What he pro-
fesses to distinguish from " revision " is just revision
by the other " collaborator " so-called. That is mere